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Today, 84% of young adults between the ages of 18-29 use at least one social media site
(Pew Research Center, 2020) and are in the stages of emerging adulthood where they are making
independent decisions for the first time (Arnett, 2000). As society becomes more technologically
advanced, we become further removed from agriculture (Powell & Agnew, 2011; Dale et al.,
2017). Thus, resulting in a separation between consumer and producer (Wilson & Lusk, 2020;
Holt & Cartmell, 2013). This leaves the opportunity for society to turn to social media for
agriculture information leading to negative perceptions of agriculture (Eyck, 2000; Holt &
Cartmell, 2013; Howard et al., 2017; Verbeke, 2005). However, little research has been
conducted on the impact social media may have on college students’ perceptions of agriculture
or their purchasing decisions as a consumer (Howard et al., 2017). Therefore, this study further
explores this area of research.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Over the past ten years, social media has become a large part of today’s society (MccayPeet & Quan-Haase, 2017) and has become a part of most Americans’ daily routine (Baym et al.,
2020; Rosengard et al., 2014). Around 72% of all adults are using at least one social media site
and about 84% of those adults are young adults 18-29 years of age (Pew Research Center, 2020).
Young adults, in this age group, are in the stages of emerging adulthood, usually enrolled in
college, and are beginning to make consumer decisions on their own (Arnett, 2000; Wood et al.,
2017; Vaterlaus et al., 2014). However, these decisions could be impacted by the use of social
media and should be further explored (Howard et al., 2017; Vaterlaus et al., 2014).
Since everyone is a consumer of agricultural products it is vital for those in emerging
adulthood, specifically those entering college, to be aware of their consumer decisions and
understand the difference between factual, false, and biased agricultural information (Howard, et
al. 2017). However, this is a difficult task when today’s population is becoming further removed
from agricultural practices (Dale et al., 2017; Howard et al., 2017; Powell & Agnew, 2011;
Wilson & Lusk, 2020). Research has shown that today’s consumers are becoming farther
removed from agricultural producers (Dale et al., 2017; Kovar & Ball, 2013; Powell & Agnew,
2011). Because of this widening gap, it is easy for consumers to turn to media sites for additional
information who may not have any expertise in agriculture and could provide false information
(Zimbelman et al., 1995). With college students becoming independent adults, within emerging
1

adulthood, they are usually making their own independent decisions for the first time (Arnett,
2000). Therefore, they may not be aware of their lack of agricultural knowledge or personal
biases as a consumer due to their separation from production agriculture. Unfortunately, it is hard
to determine college students’ perceptions of agriculture and their personal biases when making
consumer decisions, due to the lack of research in this area. Social media could also impact these
perceptions, biases, and consumer decisions since college students are the most probable age
group to be using social media. However, there has been little to no research in this area as well
and should be further explored to determine the impact social media has on college students’
perceptions of agriculture and consumer behaviors (Howard et al., 2017).
In recent years, media has highlighted food crises and food production issues within the
agricultural food industry, because of this, today’s consumers have become more concerned
about the safety of their food products (Eyck, 2000; Tucker et al., 2006; Verbeke, 2005).
Although this may seem like normal news protocol, these headlines and attention can have a
negative impact on the agriculture industry (Eyck, 2000; Holt & Cartmell, 2013). Because of
this, consumers could connect negative attitudes toward food crises with agriculture and create
negative attitudes toward the industry (Eyck, 2000; Holt & Cartmell, 2013; Howard et al., 2017).
With college-aged people using social media the most, they may come into contact with
information while scrolling through their favorite platforms which can lead to negative attitudes
(Howard et al., 2017). Consequently, creating biased and uninformed consumers at a young age,
can harm the agriculture and food production industries for years to come.
Purpose of Study
The agriculture industry and food production industries rely on consumers’ decisions and
purchases. Therefore, consumers should be knowledgeable about what they are purchasing and
2

cognizant of the information they are using to make those purchasing decisions. However, due to
the gap between consumer and producer, consumers could be unaware of the agricultural
practices used to make their products and refer to media for guidance when making purchasing
decisions (Holt & Cartmell, 2013; Howard et al., 2017; Thomson & Kelvin, 1996; Tucker et al.,
2006; Verbeke, 2005; Wilson & Lusk, 2020). Since college students are the most probable age
group to be using social media, it is likely they have come into contact with advertising or
information regarding agricultural practices or products that could have swayed their attitude
towards agriculture (Howard et al., 2017). However, little research has been conducted to
examine if social media does in fact impact college students' perceptions of agriculture.
Therefore, the purpose of this study is to explore the impact of social media use on Mississippi
State University undergraduate students’ perceptions of production agriculture and consumer
purchasing decisions. This study will further examine undergraduate college students’ use of
social media, the reasons they use social media, if social media has impacted them as a
consumer, and if social media has impacted their perceptions of production agriculture. The
following questions guided this study:
Research Questions
1.

What are undergraduate students' current utilization of social media platforms,
experiences with agricultural practices, and consumer concerns when making
purchasing decisions?

2.

How does social media impact students' perceptions of production agriculture and
food crises?

3.

How does undergraduate students' use of social media impact their food
purchasing decisions?

3

Limitations & Assumptions
There are several limitations to take into consideration while evaluating the results of this
study. The participants in this study were undergraduate students at Mississippi State University
and their participation in this study was completely voluntary. This study cannot be generalized
outside of the target population of Mississippi State University students who participated in the
study (Ary et al., 2010). These findings cannot be generalized to other universities because the
characteristics of this population are unique to Mississippi State University. Another limitation
of this study was that the survey was distributed via email which can restrict respondents who do
not have the technology and internet to respond (Ary et al., 2010).
The following assumptions were made before and during the completion of this study:
The first assumption was that the participants volunteering to take the survey were being truthful
and accurate in their responses to the study’s questionnaire. The second assumption was that
respondents of the survey were representative of the general undergraduate student population at
Mississippi State University. The third assumption was that the participants of this survey used
social media platforms in some capacity. The fourth assumption was that the participants had
some prior knowledge of consumer decisions regarding production agriculture products and food
safety.

4

Definitions
This section provides definitions of terms used throughout this study. The following list
contains terms and their interpretations based on literature.
Agriculture - the science, art, or practice of cultivating the soil, producing crops,
and raising livestock and in varying degrees the preparation and marketing of the
resulting products (Merriam-Webster).
Production Agriculture - a series of activities that result in a product that will
ultimately be sold at retail (Minnesota Department of Revenue).
Agricultural Literacy - understanding of the food and fiber system [that] includes
its history and current economic, social, and environmental significance to all
Americans (National Research Council, 1998)
Food Safety - the handling, processing and storage of food in order to prevent
foodborne illness (National Institute of Food and Agriculture).
Social Media - web-based services that allow individuals, communities, and
organizations to collaborate, connect, interact, and built community by enabling
them to create, co-create, modify, share, and engage with user-generated content
that is easily accessible (Mccay-Peet & Quann-Haase, 2017, p.17).
Entertainment Media - media that entertains people, like television and films.
(What is entertainment media, n.d., para. 1)
Social Networking Sites - a networked communication platform in which
participants 1) have uniquely identifiable profiles that consist of user-supplied
content, content provided by other users, and/or system-level data; 2) can publicly
articulate connections that can be viewed and traversed by others; and 3) can
consume, produce, and/or interact with streams of user-generated content
provided by their connections on the site (Ellison & Boyd, 2013, p. 9).

5

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Consumers' Removal from Agriculture and Lack of Agricultural Literacy
The word agriculture has often been used with vague definitions without specific
parameters (Harris & Fuller, 2014). Many definitions of agriculture often refer to the cultivation
of soils, production of crops, and the domestication of animals. In fact, one of the most used
online dictionaries, the Merriam-Webster dictionary, defines agriculture as “the science, art, or
practice of cultivating the soil, producing crops, and raising livestock and in varying degrees the
preparation and marketing of the resulting products” (Merriam-Webster, n.d.). This is a very
broad term and can be confusing for those who are not familiar with the agriculture industry or
agricultural terms. Therefore, this study specifically focuses on production agriculture to narrow
the broad definition. Production agriculture is defined by the Minnesota Department of Revenue
as “a series of activities that result in a product that will ultimately be sold at retail” (Defining
agricultural production, n.d. para. 1). Production agriculture directly impacts the everyday
person because everyone is a consumer of retail products at some point.
Today, less than 2% of the U.S. population is made up of farm and ranch families that
provide our society with agricultural products and services (American Farm Bureau Foundation
of Agriculture, 2019; Wilson & Lusk, 2020). Due to urbanization and changes in society, today’s
population is becoming further removed from the farm (Dale et al., 2017; Kovar & Ball, 2013;
Powell & Agnew, 2011). Consequently, causing more of the general population to become less
6

knowledgeable about agriculture and farming practices (Dale et al., 2017; Zimbelman et al.,
1995); resulting, in a separation between consumer and producer (Holt & Cartmell, 2013; Wilson
& Lusk, 2020). This separation leads to an agriculturally illiterate society that cannot make
informed decisions about production agriculture (Kovar & Ball, 2013).
Pope (1990), states that people take the production of food, fiber, and fuel for granted due
to their removal from agriculture itself. Furthermore, Kovar & Ball (2013) completed an analysis
of agricultural literacy studies and found that many populations are, in fact, agriculturally
illiterate. The National Research Council (1988) defines agricultural literacy as an
“understanding of the food and fiber system [that] includes its history and current economic,
social, and environmental significance to all Americans” (p. 1) Therefore, agricultural literacy is
important because of the significant role agriculture plays in every single person’s life. People
who are agriculturally literate will be able to make more educated decisions about agricultural
topics and when making consumer purchases (Kovar & Ball, 2013).
Kovar & Ball (2013) state that “an agriculturally literate population is able to see beyond
emotional pleas and make informed decisions on these issues” (Kovar & Ball, 2013, p.168).
Thus, it is vital that consumers of all ages be aware of agricultural practices and be agriculturally
literate, especially college-age students who are beginning to make decisions on their own, and
those decisions having the possibility to be swayed by emotion-provoking information in today’s
media (Howard et al., 2017). Moreover, a 1994 study conducted at the Southeast Missouri State
University, found that college students who had relatives living on farms had a higher knowledge
of agriculture while those who lived near larger populated areas were less knowledgeable about
agriculture (Birkenholz et al., 1994). Mayer and Mayer (1974) stated “The failure of our
secondary schools and liberal arts colleges to teach even rudimentary courses on agriculture
7

means that an enormous majority, even among well-educated Americans, are totally ignorant of
an area of knowledge basic to their daily style of life, to their family economics, and indeed to
their survival” (p. 84). So, as our society moves farther away from agriculture future generations
are less likely to have the knowledge of the economic and social impacts of agriculture and
become very uninformed consumers.
Gap Between Consumers & Producers
As the gap between consumers and producers widens and people have less direct contact
with agriculture, consumers may turn to media to search for their information (Eyck, 2000; Holt
& Cartmell, 2013; Verbeke, 2005). The first step of a consumer making a decision is the
consumer being presented with a problem (Chivandi et al., 2019; Dewey, 1910). When
consumers are presented with a decision concerning agriculture, they may not have the
knowledge to make that decision, therefore creating a problem within their decision-making
process. When making decisions in today’s world, consumers often turn to social media and use
a variety of media channels to find information before making a purchasing decision (Chivandi
et al., 2019). This presents the opportunity for social media to play a role in the spread of
misinformation from media sites that have very little to no expertise in agriculture (Zimbelman et
al., 1995). Thus, allowing consumers to make judgments based on misinformation presented on
those media sites and becoming uninformed consumers. If consumers are not knowledgeable
about agriculture, they cannot make proper judgments about what they find on media sites,
because they do not have factual information to compare it to (Eyck, 2000; Holt & Cartmell,
2013; Kovar & Ball, 2013; Verbeke, 2005). Thus, allowing consumers to make uninformed
decisions and create inaccurate biases based on what they find on media.
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In past generations, consumers produced more of their own food and were responsible for
the quality and safety of their food (Birkenholz et al., 1994; Eyck, 2000; Holt & Cartmell, 2013).
However, that is no longer possible due to today’s removal from agriculture and lack of
knowledge of agricultural practices (Dale et al., 2017; Kovar & Ball, 2013; Powell & Agnew,
2011). Thus, results in consumers rising concern for various issues such as animal welfare, food
safety, environmental impacts, healthy diets, and the use of biotechnology (Holt & Cartmell,
2013; Verbeke, 2005; Wilson & Lusk, 2020; Zimbelman, et al., 1995). Today’s consumers are
provided with a variety of information but may not be able to discern that information properly
due to their lack of general knowledge (Ufer et al., 2021). However, unlimited access to
information or issues does not mean it will gain attention from consumers (Thomson & Kelvin,
1996) and does not mean it will create more informed consumers (Verbeke, 2005).
In recent years, the media has emphasized reports on food safety crises and the agri-food
chain (Eyck, 2000; Holt & Cartmell, 2013; Tucker et al., 2006; Verbeke, 2005). Because of this,
consumers have become more concerned about where their food comes from and the safety of
those products (Holt & Cartmell, 2013; Tucker et al., 2006; Verbeke, 2005). However, it has
been found that perceived safety can be changed significantly when false or biased information is
presented to the consumer (Verbeke, 2005). If agriculture is regularly being displayed with
connection to crises or negative events, it can cause a disconnect and controversy between
consumer and producer (Eyck, 2000; Holt & Cartmell, 2013; Howard et al., 2017). Then,
consumers could relate agriculture with negative attitudes and opinions (Eyck, 2000; Holt &
Cartmell, 2013). Consequently, this could negatively impact food production and the agriculture
industry.

9

College Students in Emerging Adulthood and Consumer Decisions
As college students begin their educational journey and progress throughout their
collegiate careers, they are faced with a variety of decisions and changes. These students are in
the age range of emerging adulthood which falls within the ages of 18 – 25 (Arnett, 2000). These
students are subjected to a variety of changes and self-identity exploration due to their newfound
independence (Arnett, 2000). Wood et al. (2017) states “No stage in life, other than perhaps
infancy, experiences such dynamic and complex changes on the personal, social, emotional,
neuroanatomical, and developmental levels” (p. 124). A major part of this change is becoming
significantly more independent than in their previous stages of life (Wood, 2017). Since college
students are facing the various challenges of educational, social, and societal changes throughout
emerging adulthood, they must make various decisions to reach their goals and have the life they
wish to live.
Since college students are in the stages of emerging adulthood and beginning to make
decisions independent of family opinions, it is crucial they learn how to find factual information.
However, in today’s world, this has become increasingly difficult with the abundance of
information found on the internet and social media. Rosengard et al. (2014) found that college
students were not using social media to search for news but happened to find it while using
social media. Moreover, Rosengard et al. (2014) found that college students are open to having
the news sent to them through social media platforms they follow rather than searching for it
themselves. This can potentially lead to news outlets targeting college students and pushing a
variety of biased and controversial information to them. Consequently, college students were not
using their technology to become better-informed citizens but simply scrolling through media
without intentionality (Rosengard et al., 2014). Therefore, it is vital we further explore college
10

students' use of media, throughout their decision-making processes as they are in the stages of
emerging adulthood.

Defining Social Media & Trends
Controversy surrounds the term social media and the parameters of how or even what to
define as social media. For this study, we will focus on the Mccay-Peet & Quan-Haase (2017)
definition of social media as “web-based services that allow individuals, communities, and
organizations to collaborate, connect, interact, and built community by enabling them to create,
co-create, modify, share, and engage with user-generated content that is easily accessible” (p.17).
There are different types of social media in which individuals can use to implement these various
acts on the web. Mccay-Peet & Quan-Haase (2017) also identified ten types of social media:
social networking sites, bookmarking, microblogging, blogs/forums, media sharing, social news,
collaborative authoring, web conferencing, geo-location-based sites, and scheduling/meeting.
These variations of social media allow individuals to share and engage in content with millions
of people around the world and may be considered a habit-forming issue.
According to the Pew Research Center (2021), in 2005 around 5% of U.S adults used at
least one social media site. However, in 2018, an estimated 72% of U.S. adults used social media
which is a 67% increase in just over 10 years. Of that 72% of adults, 84% are aged 18-29 with
78% identifying as women and 66% identifying as men. Furthermore, the most popular social
media sites for adults, in general, are Facebook, Pinterest, Instagram, Linkedin, Twitter,
Snapchat, YouTube, WhatsApp, Reddit, TikTok, and Nextdoor. Eighty-one percent of adults use
YouTube, 69% use Facebook, 40% use Instagram, 31% use Pinterest, 28% use LinkedIn, 25%
use Snapchat, 23% use both Twitter and WhatsApp, 21% use TikTok, and 13% use Nextdoor.
11

However, the social media sites used by adults between the ages of 18 - 29 drastically differ,
with 95% using YouTube, 71% using Instagram, 70% using Facebook, 65% using Snapchat,
48% using TikTok, 42% using Twitter, 36% using Reddit, 32% using Pinterest, 30% using
LinkedIn, 24% using WhatsApp, and 5% using NextDoor (Pew Research Center, 2021). From
these statistics and previous studies mentioned, young adults aged 18-29 are using social media
in a very different way than those who are over the age of 30. Because of this, the impact of
social media on college students’ perceptions of agriculture and their consumer decisions should
be further explored.
This study will only focus on social networking sites, microblogging, and media sharing.
Social networking sites such as Facebook are defined as:
“a networked communication platform in which participants 1) have uniquely identifiable
profiles that consist of user-supplied content, content provided by other users, and/or
system-level data; 2) can publicly articulate connections that can be viewed and traversed
by others; and 3) can consume, produce, and/or interact with streams of user-generated
content provided by their connections on the site” (Ellison & Boyd, 2013, p. 9).
The Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines microblogging platforms such as Twitter as “blogging
done with severe space or size constraints typically by posting frequent brief messages about
personal activities” (Merriam-Webster, n.d.). While PCMAG defines media sharing platforms
such as YouTube as “a website that enables users to store and share their multimedia files
(photos, videos, music) with others” (Definition of media sharing site, n.d. para. 1). The social
media platforms explored in this study were Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, Snapchat, and Tiktok
because they are the top six most commonly used for adults aged 18-29 (Pew Research Center,
2021).
12

Media’s Impact on College Student’s Perception of Agriculture
LaRose (2010) and Baym et al. (2020) found that automaticity plays a role in social
media use. Automaticity is behavior that is “habitual, impulsive, inattentive, unaware, and out of
control” (Baym et al., 2020 p. 2). In the Baym et al., 2020 study the researchers explored
American Facebook users' experience while “disconnecting” from Facebook over a period of
four weeks. During this four-week period, some participants found a new awareness of their
automaticity behavior of previous use of Facebook and would describe their previous use as
“mindless scrolling” LaRose (2010) found that media habits are formed through the repeated use
of media consumption that originated from some type of goal and these habits are “nonconscious
and automatic” (p. 196). This combination of mindless and nonconscious scrolling and exposure
to possibly biased or agenda-pushed information can lead college students to biased attitudes and
uninformed decisions, which can be taken with them into future years causing a variety of
implications for consumer-dependent industries such as agriculture. Furthermore, entertainment
media in the form of a film can impact some individuals’ overall perceptions of agriculture, and
the entertainment media was shown to be used as a tool for consumers to create perceptions
about the agriculture industry (Holt & Cartmell, 2013). Holt and Cartmell (2013), recommended
that future research be conducted on entertainment media to determine the long-term effects it
may have on consumers' perceptions of agriculture.
In 2017, a study conducted at the University of Tennessee explored the effects of social
media on college students’ perceptions of the beef industry (Howard et al., 2017). Howard et al.
(2107) study included 300 students from the University of Tennessee. This study found that the
majority of students used the social media platforms YouTube, Facebook, Instagram, Twitter,
and other blogging platforms. Additionally, these students also believed social media was
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somewhat to relatively trustworthy on a 5-point Likert scale rated from not at all trustworthy to
extremely trustworthy. This study also found that over half of the students (62%) would use
social media during a food safety incident related to the beef industry. Students were then asked
questions regarding the pink slime incident in 2012 regarding Beef Product, Inc.’s lean finely
textured beef which was broadcasted on ABC News and referred to as “dog food” and unsafe.
Seventy-eight percent of students reported that the pink slime incident reporting on social media
negatively impacted their perception of the beef industry. Therefore, social media could impact
consumers' future decisions within the agriculture industry. Howard et al., (2017) recommended
that the agriculture industry develop research to further explore the impacts of social media.
Since Mississippi is a large agriculturally driven state, with 17.4% of the state population
connected to agriculture employment and producing 8.83 billion dollars annually (Mississippi
Agriculture Snapshot, 2022), it is important to further explore this area of research at Mississippi
State University.
Conceptual Framework
Due to our society’s increased consumption of media, specifically social media, the
conceptual framework for this study is founded on the theory of the Media Dependency Model
created by Ball-Rokeach and Defleur (1976). As well as John Dewey’s decision-making process
(Dewey, 1910). As consumers are making decisions, they follow a specific decision-making
process they may not even be aware of. Dewey outlined this process in 1910 and it has since
been a basis for decision-making processes and research. These models create the framework of
this study due to the fact that consumers often depend on media during their decision-making
processes. These models were used because of their simplistic structure and connection to
society, media, and decision-making. I believed these models would accurately create a new
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model that would help us better understand the impact social media has on students' perceptions
of agriculture and their purchasing decisions without being overly complex and hard to
understand.
Media Dependency Model
Ball-Rokeach and Defleur’s (1976) Dependency Model of Mass-Media states, as society
becomes more urbanized and complex, media technology must improve to meet the needs of that
society. Our society as a whole has become dependent on media, specifically social media. BallRokeach and DeFluer (1976) recognize dependency as “a relationship in which satisfaction of
needs or the attainment of goals by one party is contingent upon the resources of another party.”
Dependency is also found to be socially central. Thus, individuals using social media depend on
the content they find to meet their needs or goals for a specific action within their social
parameters. Due to the modernization of our society and the increase in population, people are
presumably going to face increasing social conflict and other changes to reach a social stability.
During these events, individuals are the most likely to depend on media for their information to
help bring stability to their social structure. In turn, this dependency can impact their cognitive,
affective, and behavioral conditions (Ball-Rokeach & DeFleur, 1976).
Decision Making Process
Dewey (1910) explains that the decision-making process is founded upon the five steps
of decision making: problem recognition, information search, evaluate alternatives, decision, and
outcomes. During the problem recognition, a person realizes there is a difference between what
they currently have and what they would ideally have. After this is recognized, the person
searches for information to reach their “ideal.” During this step, a person will search for
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information parallel to their values and beliefs but will also gather information from a variety of
sources. After searching for their ideal, a person will then evaluate the best options of their
alternatives. During this stage, the person will evaluate how well the alternatives fit their values,
lifestyle, and goals. When the person has evaluated alternatives, they reach the last stage of the
model of deciding on whether the alternative is or is not better than their current state. The last
stage of the model is the outcome which can be negative or positive depending on the person’s
experience with their decision (Dewey, 1910; Huynh, 2020).
Media Dependency’s Impact on Consumers
As societal changes continue to lean towards a technological era, consumers begin to
depend more on media (Ball-Rokeach & DeFleur, 1976). To begin to better understand this
phenomenon, I combined the Media Dependency Model (Ball-Rokeach & DeFleur, 1976) and
the Decision-Making Process (Dewey, 1910) to create the model in figure 2.1 displaying the
media dependency’s impact on consumer decisions. As a society, consumers are changing the
way they make decisions based on the media they are using and the information they are coming
into contact with. As consumers are using media their affective, cognitive, and behavioral
conditions are changing which in turn impacts their decision-making process (Ball-Rokeach &
DeFleur, 1976). The impact media has on an individual can vary from person to person thus
impacting their decision-making at different times within each stage and varying degrees of
influence. With the intensive spread of media information and little research conducted in this
area, it is important that we explore how media is influencing consumer decisions.
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Figure 2.1

Media Dependency’s Impact on Consumer Decisions
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This study investigated the impact of social media on Mississippi State University
undergraduate students’ perceptions of agriculture and consumer decisions. This chapter
provides an outline of the research design, population and sampling, instrument procedures,
survey design, and data analysis. The purpose of this study is to explore the impact of social
media use on Mississippi State University undergraduate students’ perceptions of production
agriculture and consumer purchasing decisions. The following research questions guided the
study:
1.

What are undergraduate students' current utilization of social media platforms,
experiences with agricultural practices, and consumer concerns when making
purchasing decisions?

2.

How does social media impact students' perceptions of production agriculture and
food crises?

3.

How does undergraduate students' use of social media impact their food
purchasing decisions?

Research Design
This study was conducted using quantitative survey research methods. Furthermore, this
study implemented a census in hopes to reach the target population of all Mississippi State
undergraduate students (Ary et al., 2010). Undergraduate students were surveyed which allowed
me to gather information about the population sample and make inferences about the target
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population (Ary et al., 2010). Because these methods were used, I was able to further explore
Mississippi State undergraduate students’ demographics, use of social media, perceptions of
agriculture, consumer concerns and decisions, and how social media impacts those perceptions
and decisions.
The instrument used for this study was adapted from previous studies exploring college
students’ perceptions of the beef industry (Howard et al., 2017) and a study about the impact of
social media on consumers behavior in India (Velayutham & Jenita, 2020). The reliability and
validity of the Howard et al. (2017) instrument were established through an expert panel review,
a pilot study, and cognitive interviews. The reliability and validity of the study conducted by
Velyutahm and Jenita (2020) were not reported. With the use of these studies and additional
research about social media, consumer decisions, and agricultural topics, I created a survey
questionnaire to determine if social media has an impact on undergraduate college students’
perceptions of agriculture. The survey included five sections: (a) social media use, (b) consumer
concerns, (c) using social media as a consumer, (d) agriculture experience, (e) and
demographics.
Instrumentation Procedures and Survey Design
The population of this study was Mississippi State University undergraduate students (N
= 18,803) (Mississippi State University - profile, rankings and data ...). It is important to note
that all undergraduate students were included in this study regardless of major, year enrolled, and
academic standing. We did this in hopes to avoid biased information and acquire a better
representative sample of the population.
The survey instrument was a web-based created survey within the platform Qualtrics. A
Qualtrics link was created and embedded into an email to be distributed to undergraduate
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students. A web-based email survey was chosen due to convenience, lower distribution costs, to
reach a larger population, and to allow respondents to respond at any time convenient to them
(Ary et al., 2010). Furthermore, the email included information regarding a chance to win a $50
gift card for the completion of the survey. Respondents were to provide their email at the end of
the survey so a respondent could be randomly selected after completion. A money incentive in
the form of a gift card was used in hopes to increase the response rate (Ary et al., 2010).
The survey instrument was created on the foundation of social media use, consumer
behavior/perceptions, and agriculture-related experiences. The survey instrument included five
sections: (a) social media use, (b) consumer concerns, (c) using social media as a consumer, (d)
agriculture experience, (e) and demographics. The survey also included a letter of informed
consent before section one. By pressing continue, respondents agreed to take the survey and
therefore gave consent to be a part of the study. At the end of the survey, participants were also
asked to provide their email to be put into the drawing for the $50 gift card.
Section 1: Social Media Use
Section 1 contained five questions regarding respondents’ social media use. Four
questions assessed which social media platforms respondents use, the reason(s) they use social
media, how many hours they use social media daily, and if social media has impacted their
opinion or attitude about any issue. One question assessed how the participant would rank the
social media platform's trustworthiness on a 5-point Likert scale from “not trustworthy at all” to
“extremely trustworthy.” This section utilized multiple-choice, rank-order, and matrix table
formatting.
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Section 2: Consumer Concerns
Section 2 contained two questions about the respondents' consumer concerns regarding
production agriculture and food safety. The first question assessed respondents’ level of
agreement with statements regarding production agriculture on a 5-point Likert scale from
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” The second question assessed participants' concerns
about the availability of agricultural information, food safety, GMO products, pesticide use,
hormone use, and antibiotic use. This question assessed respondents' concerns on a 5-point
Likert scale from “not at all concerned” to “extremely concerned.” Both questions in this section
utilized a matrix table format.
Section 3: Using Social Media as a Consumer
Section 3 contained five questions regarding respondents' use of social media to make
consumer decisions. Two questions assessed how likely respondents were to use each social
media platform to gather information about production agriculture regarding products they buy
and food safety incidents on a 3-point rating Likert scale from “unlikely” to “very likely.”
Another two questions assessed how helpful respondents believed each social media platform to
be when searching for information about production agriculture products and food safety
incidents on a 5-point Likert scale from “Not Helpful” to “Extremely Helpful.” The last question
asked respondents to indicate if social media had impacted them in any way regarding statements
about the agriculture industry and food purchasing decisions. This section used a matrix table
format for all questions.
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Section 4: Agriculture Experience
Section 4 contained one question about the respondents’ experiences with agriculture.
Respondents were given a list of 13 agricultural activities in which they could select all that they
had experienced. This list included statements referring to raising crops and animals,
visiting/owning/living on farms or ranches, participation in agricultural youth organizations,
participation in agriculture courses, exhibiting livestock/projects at fairs or shows, and
attendance to any Extension based programs or workshops.
Section 5: Demographics
Section 5 contained seven questions about the respondents’ demographics. These
questions included standard demographic information such as gender, race/ethnicity, and age.
Two questions collected information regarding the respondents' academic standing and current
major.
Data Collection
IRB approval was granted on November 22, 2021. Soon after, I contacted the Office of
Institutional Research and Effectiveness regarding the distribution of the survey. Approval of the
survey distribution was granted by the Vice President on January 12, 2022. An email was then
drafted and forwarded to the Office of Institutional Research and Effectiveness to be distributed
on January 24, 2022. The email contained information regarding background on the research and
prompted students to use the link to access the survey via Qualtrics (Qualtrics XM - experience
management software, 2022). A campus announcement was requested by the Office of
Institutional Research and Effectiveness through the ITS system and was sent to all
undergraduate students. The initial campus email announcement was sent on January 24, 2022.
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After that, two follow-up emails were sent on January 27th and February 1st. The initial email
was sent on a Monday morning due to some research showing that Monday mornings yield a
higher response rate (Callegaro et al., 2015). Callegaro et al., (5015) also suggested that followup emails should be sent in a short time interval. Therefore, reminders were sent on days three
and four following the initial email. This method followed Petrovčič et al. (2016) follow-up
methods of contacting the target population 78-160 hours after the initial contact.
Reliability & Validity
Face and construct validity of the survey instrument were established through review by
an expert panel of four faculty members at Mississippi State University (Ary et al., 2010). The
panel included three faculty members who are experts in Agricultural Education, Leadership, and
Communications. The fourth faculty member was from the Department of Curriculum,
Instruction, and Special Education. The panel provided feedback individually and as a group.
The panel members collectively felt the survey included several questions that did not directly
relate to the subject being studied or could create biases. Therefore, the survey was updated to
reflect those changes and made to align closer to the studies they were adapted from and the
research questions of this study.
Data Analysis
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 28 was used to perform all
statistical analyses in this study. Before analysis, I filtered the data set after downloading the data
file from Qualtrics, removing incomplete datasets and datasets of respondents who did not give
consent to participate in the study. After which, descriptive statistics, such as frequencies and
percentages, were used to summarize data for research question one. Further descriptive
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statistics, nonparametric correlations, and hierarchical regressions were used to evaluate research
questions two and three.
Research question one sought to describe Mississippi State University undergraduate
students' current utilization of social media platforms, experiences with agricultural practices,
and consumer concerns when making purchasing decisions. Descriptive analysis was used to
find frequencies, percentages, and/or means for instrument questions two through six and
questions eight, nine, and fifteen.
Research question two and three sought to find how social media impact students'
perceptions of production agriculture and food crises as well as their purchasing decisions. To do
this, descriptive statistics were used for questions ten through thirteen. Questions ten and twelve
described how likely respondents were to use social media to search for information regarding
food safety incidents and food products they buy. Questions eleven and twelve described how
helpful respondents believed social media was when searching for the previously stated
information. Furthermore, Kendall’s tau correlation was used for questions two, four, and
fourteen to analyze if there were any correlations between respondents’ social media use and
their opinions/ attitudes toward the agriculture industry. Hierarchical regressions were then used
to predict any variations or significance of social media use and respondents’ perceptions of
agriculture and food purchasing decisions.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS & DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study is to explore the impact of social media use on Mississippi
State University undergraduate students’ perceptions of production agriculture and consumer
purchasing decision. To do this, three research questions were created to guide this study. The
first research question was used to describe undergraduate students' current utilization of social
media platforms, experiences with agricultural practices, and consumer concerns when making
purchasing decisions. The second research question was used to explore how social media
impact students' perceptions of production agriculture and food crises. The third research
question was used to explore how undergraduate students' use of social media impacts their food
purchasing decisions. The results of this study will be used to better understand college students
of social media and how it impacts their perceptions and purchasing decisions. These results will
help further explain the gap between consumers' knowledge of agriculture and producers in
production agriculture. This study may also find results to further explain society's dependency
on social media in the context of emerging adults in college.
Demographics
The survey collected basic demographic information such as gender, age, race, and
ethnicity. The population for this study was 18,308 undergraduate students enrolled at
Mississippi State University (N = 18,308). In total, there were 2,063 respondents (n = 2,063) who
completed the survey. Basic demographic information of gender, age, race, and ethnicity were
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collected and are displayed in table 4.1. Of the respondents, 62.2% (n = 937) identified as female
35.5% (n = 535) identified as male, and 1.6 % (n = 24) identified as non-binary/third gender and
0.7% (n = 10) preferred not to say. The ages of respondents ranged from 18 to 63, with the
majority of respondents being between the ages of 19 and 25 (n = 1,450). The majority of
respondents were either White or Caucasian (n = 1,215) or were Black or African American (n =
174). Furthermore, the majority of respondents were not Hispanic or Latino (n = 1173).

Table 4.1

Respondent demographics
Variable

Gender (n = 1506)

Age (n = 1478)

Race (n = 1505)

Ethnicity (n = 1458)

Category
Female
Male
Non-binary/third gender
Prefer not to say
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26-37
38-46
63
White or Caucasian
Black or African American
Other
Asian
American Indian or Alaskan Native
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Not Hispanic or Latino
Other
Hispanic or Latino
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f
937
535
24
10
3
193
308
364
351
168
43
23
9
5
1
1215
174
53
46
14
3
1173
202
83

%
62.2
35.5
1.6
0.7
0.2
13.1
20.8
24.6
23.7
11.4
2.9
1.6
0.14
0.5
0.1
80.7
11.6
3.5
3.1
0.9
0.2
56.9
13.9
5.7

Respondents’ demographic information was further refined into academic demographics
as well. Respondents were asked to report their current academic year and current major (Table
4.2). Overall, respondents were spread across the academic year, but the majority of respondents
were either juniors (n = 476) or seniors (n = 453). Respondents were given the opportunity to
provide their major of study which concluded with 96 different majors of studies from our
respondents. The top 10 majors of study for our respondents were psychology (n = 74),
biological sciences (n = 72), business administration (n = 68), kinesiology (n = 66), mechanical
(n = 66) engineering, animal and dairy science (n = 58), accounting (n = 48), biochemistry (n =
46), civil engineering (n = 45), communication (n = 44).

Table 4.2

Respondent academic demographics

Variable
Academic Year
(n = 1502)

College (n = 1495)

Category
Junior
Senior
Freshman
Sophomore
Architecture, Art, and Design
Engineering
Business
Agriculture and Life Sciences
Education
Arts and Sciences
Forest Resources
Undeclared/Other
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f
476
453
289
284
404
337
242
228
180
44
42
18

%
31.7
22.0
14.0
18.9
27.0
22.5
16.2
15.3
12.0
2.9
2.8
1.2

Research Question One
The goal of research question one was to describe undergraduate students' current
utilization of social media platforms, experiences with agricultural practices, and consumer
concerns when making purchasing decisions. Instagram was the most used platform (f = 1645;
79.7%) by respondents and Twitter was the least used (f = 808; 39.2%). Table 4.3 displays the
types of social media platforms the survey respondents use.
Table 4.3

Types of social media platforms respondents use (n = 2063)

Platform

f

%

Instagram
Snapchat
YouTube
TikTok
Facebook
Twitter

1645
1640
1457
1338
1230
808

79.7
79.5
70.6
64.9
59.6
39.2

Respondents were then asked to indicate reasons they use each social media platform
which is displayed in table 4.4. Although these specifications range drastically from person to
person, the majority of respondents indicated the top reasons they use social media were to pass
the time, connect with friends, be social, share information, follow trends, and gain product
knowledge. Respondents reported TikTok (f = 1293; 62.7%) and YouTube (f = 1094; 53.0%) as
the most used platforms to pass the time. To connect with friends, be social, and share
information respondents mainly used Snapchat (f = 15ll, 73.2%; f = 1474, 71.4%; f = 934,
45.3%) and Instagram (f = 1332, 64.6%; f = 1166, 56.5%; f = 1017, 49.3%). However, to follow
trends respondents mainly used TikTok (f = 1161; 56.3%) and Instagram (f = 867; 42.0%).
Lastly, to gain product knowledge, respondents mainly used YouTube (f = 1056; 51.2%).
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Table 4.4

Reasons respondents use social media (n = 2063)

Reason For
Use

Platform
Facebook
f

%

Instagram
f

%

Snapchat
f

%

Twitter

TikTok

f

f

%

%

YouTube
f

%

Be social
612 29.7 1166 56.5 1474 71.4 223 10.8 267 12.9 85
4.1
Connect with 721 34.9 1332 64.6 1511 73.2 184 8.9 332 16.1 26
1.3
friends
Connect with 1177 57.1 685 33.2 395 19.1 42 2.0
67
3.2
27
1.3
family
Follow
118 5.7 867 42.0 270 13.1 405 19.6 1161 56.3 515 25.0
Trends
Gain Product
328 15.9 534 25.9 75
3.6 245 11.9 635 30.8 1056 51.2
Knowledge
Pass the Time 510 24.7 1087 52.7 799 38.7 466 22.6 1293 62.7 1094 53.0
Pure College
62
3.0
55
2.7
50
2.4 49 2.4
62
3.0 773 37.5
Study
Play Games
111 5.4
80
3.9 263 12.7 33 1.6 255 12.4 201 9.7
Search for
646 31.3 258 12.5 34
1.6 124 6.0
59
2.9 117 5.7
Jobs
Share
763 37.0 1017 49.3 934 45.3 392 19.0 289 14.0 155 7.5
Information
Write Product 273 13.2 205 9.9
64
3.1 91 4.4 135 6.5 198 9.6
Reviews

Respondents were also asked to indicate the number of hours in which they daily use
each social media platform (Table 4.5). The table shows that the majority of participants fell
within the less than an hour to 1-3 hours of social media use. The highest response reported was
Facebook (f = 975; 62.7) and Twitter (f = 824; 70.5%) for less than an hour of use and the use of
Instagram for 1-3 hours (f = 736; 44.0%).
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Table 4.5

Respondents' daily use of social media (n = 2063)

Daily Use (Hours)
Facebook
f
%
Less than 1
1-3
4-6
7-10
10+

Instagram
f
%

Platform
Snapchat
Twitter
f
%
f
%

TikTok
f
%

YouTube
f
%

975 62.7 565 39.2 437 27.8 824 70.5 254 20.0
305 22.5 736 44.0 664 42.2 193 16.5 544 42.9
129 8.3 175 10.5 289 18.4 74 6.3 315 24.8
75 4.8 50 3.0 84 5.3 19 1.6 76 6.0
25 1.6 57 3.4 98 6.2 58 5.0 79 6.2

520 40.0
484 37.2
216 16.6
45
3.5
36
2.8

Table 4.6 depicts respondents’ trustworthiness of each social media platform on a 5-point
scale of not trustworthy at all to extremely trustworthy. Respondents reported all social media as
being somewhat trustworthy. YouTube was shown to be the most trustworthy amongst responses
but still reported as somewhat trustworthy (M = 2.88, SD = .905). However, Facebook was
reported as the least trustworthy but still reported as somewhat trustworthy (M = 2.02, SD =
.861).
Table 4.6

Respondents’ trustworthiness of social media (n = 2063)

Platform

M

SD

YouTube
2.88
.905
Twitter
2.29
.952
Instagram
2.26
.833
Snapchat
2.21
.951
TikTok
2.21
.931
Facebook
2.02
.861
Note: Responses based on a 5-point rating scale with 5 = Extremely Trustworthy and 1 = Not
Trustworthy at all
Respondents were asked to indicate if social media has changed their attitude or opinion
of any issue in a positive way, negative way, or if it was unchanged. Table 4.7 illustrates
respondents' change in opinion or attitude. The majority of respondents reported that their
30

attitude or opinion was either changed in a positive or negative way (f = 602; 32.8%, f = 497;
27.1%).
Table 4.7

Social media coverage impact on respondents’ opinion or attitude of any issue (n =
1834)

Impact
Unchanged
Positive Way
Negative Way

f

%

735
602
497

40.1
32.8
27.1

Table 4.8 displays respondents’ agreement with statements regarding production
agriculture. Respondents were able to select a level of agreement with each statement on a 5point scale of strongly disagree to strongly agree. Respondents reported having the strongest
agreement with the statement that production agriculture supplies safe food products to
consumers (M = 3.75, SD = .860) However, respondents indicated that they agree with all three
statements regarding production agriculture.
Table 4.8
Statements

Respondents’ agreement with statements about production agriculture (n = 2063)
M

SD

Supplies safe food products to consumers
3.75
.860
Responds efficiently to food safety concerns
3.55
.889
Supplies me with information I need to make informed
3.42
1.004
decisions about the safety of food products
Note: Responses based on a 5-point rating scale with 5 = Strongly Agree and 1 = Strongly
Disagree
Respondents were asked to rate their level of concern regarding statements about various
consumer concerns which are displayed in table 4.9. Respondents were to indicate their level of
concern for each statement on a 5-point scale from not at all concerned to extremely concerned.
The highest reported concern was that respondents were relatively concerned about the humane
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treatment of animals that are produced for food production (M = 3.21, SD = 1.266). However,
respondents were only somewhat concerned about production agriculture practices in general (M
= 2.69, SD = 1.166).
Table 4.9

Respondents’ consumer concerns (n = 2063)

Statements

M

SD

Humane treatment of animals produced for food consumption
3.21 1.266
Use of pesticides on produce
3.09 1.217
Food Safety
3.07 1.179
Use of growth hormones in food production animals
2.96 1.274
Access to accurate information about the agriculture food production industry 2.92 1.179
Use of antibiotics in food production animals
2.90 1.226
Use of genetically modified organisms (GMOs) in food products
2.72 1.295
Production agriculture practices
2.69 1.166
Note: Responses based on a 5-point rating scale with 5 = Extremely Concerned and 1 = Not at
All Concerned
Table 4.10 depicts respondents’ various experiences with agriculture. Respondents were
asked to select if they had experiences with any of the agricultural activities listed. The activity
respondents had participated in the most was visiting a farm or ranch (f = 1123, 54.4%).
However, having a family member who owned a farm or ranch (f = 754, 36.5%) and raising
plants for agricultural purposes were also highly selected (f = 662, 32.1%). The least selected
activity was attending Extension based programs or workshops (f = 89, 4.3%.)
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Table 4.10

Respondents’ experiences with agriculture (n = 2063)

Experience
Visited a farm or ranch
Have a family member who owns a farm or ranch
Raise plants for any agricultural purposes (food, fiber, fuel, shelter,
ornamental/landscape, etc.)
Worked on a farm or ranch
Raised animals for any agricultural purposes (food, fiber, fuel, shelter, etc.)
Lived on a farm or ranch
Participated in high school agriculture courses
Participated in college agriculture courses
Participated in the youth organization 4-H
Shown and/or exhibited livestock or projects at fairs or shows
Participates in the youth organization National FFA
Owned a farm or ranch
Attended any Extension based programs or workshops. USDA NIFA defines
the Cooperative Extension Service as "a nationwide, non-credit educational
network that addresses public needs by providing non-formal higher
education and learning activities to farmers, ranchers, communities, youth,
and families throughout the nation."

f
1123
754

%
54.4
36.5

662

32.1

402
367
269
269
232
231
165
144
95

19.5
17.8
13.0
13.0
11.2
11.2
8.0
7.0
4.6

89

4.3

Research Questions Two & Three
The goal of research question two was used to explore how social media impact students'
perceptions of production agriculture and food crises. The goal of research question three was to
explore how undergraduate students' use of social media impacts their food purchasing decisions.
Descriptive statistics were used to describe respondents’ likeliness to use social media platforms
when gathering information about agriculture and food purchasing decisions. Correlations and
regressions were used to further explain any significance of the impact social media use has on
respondents’ perceptions of agriculture and purchasing decisions.
Respondents were asked to indicate how likely they were to use each social media
platform when gathering information about food products. Respondents were to rate each
platform on a 3-point scale from unlikely to very likely. Table 4.11 depicts that respondent
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indicated that they were unlikely to use any of the platforms to search for information about the
food products they buy. With Snapchat being the most unlikely overall (M = 1.20, SD = .477)
However, respondents were then asked to rate how helpful each platform is when searching for
information about production agriculture regarding food products they buy. Interestingly, it was
reported that respondents found YouTube (M = 2.75, SD = 1.300) to be somewhat helpful on a 5point scale from not helpful to extremely helpful (Table 4.12).
Table 4.11

Respondents’ likeliness to use social media to gather information about production
agriculture regarding the food products they buy (n = 2063)

Platform

M

SD

YouTube
1.90
.770
TikTok
1.51
.701
Instagram
1.43
.630
Facebook
1.40
.614
Twitter
1.39
.652
Snapchat
1.20
.477
Note: Responses based on a 3-point rating scale with 3 = Very Likely and 1 = Unlikely
Table 4.12

Respondents’ belief of how helpful social media is when searching for information
about production agriculture regarding food products they buy (n = 2063)

Platform

M

SD

YouTube
2.75
1.300
TikTok
1.88
1.099
Facebook
1.74
.948
Instagram
1.72
.943
Twitter
1.71
.969
Snapchat
1.32
.711
Note: Responses based on a 5-point rating scale with 5 = Extremely Helpful and 1 = Not Helpful
Table 4.13 depicts the likeliness to use each social media platform to search for
information regarding food safety. Respondents were asked to rate each platform on a 3-point
scale from unlikely to very likely. Respondents indicated that they were unlikely to use any of
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the platforms to search for information about food safety incidents. Again, Snapchat was
reported as being the most unlikely overall (M = 1.29, SD = .540) However, respondents were
then asked to rate how helpful each platform is when searching for information about food safety
incidents. Interestingly, it was reported that respondents found YouTube (M = 2.67, SD =
1.3040, Twitter (M = 2.11, SD = 1.212), and Facebook (M = 2.05, SD = 1.116) to be somewhat
helpful on a 5-point scale from not helpful to extremely helpful (Table 4.14).
Table 4.13

Respondents’ likeliness to use social media to gather information about a food
safety incident (n = 2063)

Platform

M

SD

YouTube
1.91
.780
Twitter
1.66
.771
Facebook
1.65
.723
TikTok
1.57
.730
Instagram
1.54
.674
Snapchat
1.29
.540
Note: Responses based on a 3-point rating scale with 3 = Very Likely and 1 = Unlikely
Table 4.14

Respondents’ belief of how helpful social media is when searching for information
about food safety incidents (n = 2063)

Platform

M

SD

YouTube
2.67
1.304
Twitter
2.11
1.212
Facebook
2.05
1.116
TikTok
1.93
1.165
Instagram
1.84
1.008
Snapchat
1.46
.702
Note: Responses based on a 5-point rating scale with 5 = Extremely Helpful and 1 = Not Helpful
Respondents were then asked to indicate if social media has changed their attitude or
opinion regarding production agriculture and food purchasing decisions (Table 4.15).
Participants were provided four statements and asked to indicate if their attitudes or opinion had
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been changed in a negative way, positive way, or was unchanged. Overall, participants indicated
that their attitudes or opinions were unchanged by social media coverage of production
agriculture or food safety incidents.
Table 4.15

Social media coverages impact on respondents (n = 2063)

Impact Statements

Negative
Way
f
%

Positive
Way
%
f

Unchanged
f

%

Social media coverage of production agriculture
practices has changed my attitude or opinion of the
agriculture industry in a:

295

19.3

283

18.5

949

62.1

Social media coverage of food safety incidents has
changed my attitude or opinion of the agriculture
industry in a:
Social media coverage of production agriculture
practices has changed the way I make food purchases
in a:

353

23.1

256

16.8

916

60.1

109

7.2

565

37.1

847

55.7

Social media coverage of food safety incidents has
changed the way I make food purchases in a:

123

8.1

526

34.7

867

57.2

Kendall’s tau correlation was used to report any relationship between respondent’s use of
the different social media platforms and their change in attitude or opinion of production
agriculture or food purchasing decisions All social media use showed a statistically significant
relationship to respondents' change in attitudes or opinions of agriculture and purchasing
decisions. However, Instagram showed the strongest correlation between all four impact
statements (r = .302, p = <.001; r = .294, p = <.001; r = .292, p = <.001; r = .282, p = <.001).
Table 4.16 shows the correlation matrix for the relationship between respondent’s use of each
social media platform and the four impact statements.
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Table 4.16

Correlation matrix of the relationship between social media platform use and
impact statements (n = 2063)

Impact Statements

Social media coverage of
production agriculture
practices has changed my
attitude or opinion of the
agriculture industry in a:

Platform
Facebook Instagram Snapchat Twitter TikTok YouTube
r
r
r
r
r
r
p
p
p
p
p
p
.195
.302
.298
.136
.173
.251
<.001
<.001
<.001
<.001
<.001
<.001

Social media coverage of
food safety incidents has
changed my attitude or
opinion of the agriculture
industry in a

.184
<.001

.294
<.001

.283
<.001

.127
<.001

.162
<.001

.260
<.001

Social media coverage of
production agriculture
practices has changed the
way I make food purchases
in a:

.185
<.001

.292
<.001

.275
<.001

.127
<.001

.156
<.001

.260
<.001

Social media coverage of
.173
.282
.265
.111
.156
.247
food safety incidents has
<.001
<.001
<.001
<.001
<.001
<.001
changed the way I make
food purchases in a:
Note: Social media platform coded as 1 = Facebook, 2 = Instagram, 3 = Snapchat, 4 = Twitter, 5
= TikTok, 6 = YouTube
Impact statements scale ranges of 1 = Negative Way, 2 = Positive Way, 3 = Unchanged
Correlation significant at p <.05.
Kendall’s tau correlation was used to report any relationship between respondents’ daily
hours of social media use and their change in attitude or opinion of production agriculture or
purchasing decisions. All social media use showed a statistically significant relationship to
respondents' change in attitudes or opinions of agriculture and purchasing decisions. However,
YouTube showed the strongest correlation between all impact statements except for statement
one (r = .176, p = <.001; r = .175, p = <.001; r = .166, p = <.001). Instagram showed the most
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significant correlation for statement one (r = .183, p = <.001). Table 4.17 shows the correlation
matrix for the relationship between respondents’ use of each social media daily hours used and
the four impact statements.
Table 4.17

Correlation matrix of the relationship between social media daily hourly use and
impact statements (n = 2063)

Impact Statements

Social media coverage of
production agriculture
practices has changed my
attitude or opinion of the
agriculture industry in a:

Platform Daily Use
Facebook Instagram Snapchat Twitter TikTok YouTube
r
r
r
r
r
r
p
p
p
p
p
p
.167
.183
.146
.099
.113
.166
<.001
<.001
<.001
<.001
<.001
<.001

Social media coverage of
food safety incidents has
changed my attitude or
opinion of the agriculture
industry in a

.155
<.001

.172
<.001

.134
<.001

.092
<.001

.106
<.001

.176
<.001

Social media coverage of
production agriculture
practices has changed the
way I make food purchases
in a:

.162
<.001

.163
<.001

.130
<.001

.091
<.001

.104
<.001

.175
<.001

Social media coverage of
.147
.162
.108
.073
.096
.166
food safety incidents has
<.001
<.001
<.001
<.001
<.001
<.001
changed the way I make
food purchases in a:
Note: Social media platform coded on a scale of 1 = Less than 1 hour, 2 = 1-3 hours, 3 = 4-6
hours, 4 = 7-10 hours, 5 = 10+ hours
Impact statements scale ranges of 1 = Negative Way, 2 = Positive Way, 3 = Unchanged
Correlation significant at p <.05.
Hierarchical regressions were calculated to predict if each social media platform impacts
respondents’ perceptions or attitudes of production agriculture or their purchasing. This
regression analysis was used for all four impact statements and is displayed in tables 4.18, 4.19,
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4.20, and 4.21. All regressions resulted in no statistical significance amongst each individual
platform itself. When a social media variable was removed from each step, none showed a higher
statistical significance than all social media platforms together in step one. However, the overall
use of each platform together for each statement showed the highest statistical significance and
variance. Statement one summary model for all social media platforms found R = .404, R2 =
.163, Adj. R2 = .161. Statement two summary model for all social media platforms found R =
.390, R2 = .152, Adj. R2 = .149. Statement three summary model for all social media platforms
found R = .421, R2 = .178, Adj. R2 = .175. Statement four summary model for all social media
platforms found R = .407, R2 = .165, Adj. R2 = .163.
Table 4.18

Model summary for social media platform and impact of social media coverage of
production agriculture on respondents’ attitude or opinion of agriculture

Variable
R
R2
Adjusted R2
Std. Error of the Estimate
a
Step 1
.404
.163
.161
1.160
b
Step 2
.400
.160
.158
1.161
c
Step 3
.348
.148
.146
1.170
d
Step 4
.389
.151
.149
1.168
e
Step 5
.404
.163
.161
1.159
f
Step 6
.403
.163
.160
1.160
g
Step 7
.381
.145
.143
1.172
Note: Dependent Variable: Social media coverage of production agriculture practices has
changed my attitude or opinion of the agriculture industry in a:
a. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
b. Predictors (Constant), Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
c. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
d. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
e. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, TikTok, YouTube
f. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, YouTube
g. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok
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Table 4.19

Model summary for social media platform and impact of social media coverage of
food safety incidents on respondents’ attitude or opinion of agriculture

Variable
R
R2
Adjusted R2
Std. Error of the Estimate
a
Step 1
.390
.152
.149
1.166
b
Step 2
.387
.150
.147
1.167
c
Step 3
.378
.143
.141
1.171
d
Step 4
.389
.151
.149
1.168
e
Step 5
.390
.152
.150
1.165
f
Step 6
.389
.151
.149
1.166
g
Step 7
.360
.129
.129
1.181
Note: Dependent Variable: Social media coverage of food safety incidents has changed my
attitude or opinion of the agriculture industry in a:
a. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
b. Predictors (Constant), Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
c. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
d. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
e. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, TikTok, YouTube
f. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, YouTube
g. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok

Table 4.20

Model summary for social media platform and impact of social media coverage of
production agriculture on respondents’ food purchasing decisions

Variable
R
R2
Adjusted R2
Std. Error of the Estimate
a
Step 1
.421
.178
.175
1.107
b
Step 2
.418
.175
.173
1.109
c
Step 3
.398
.158
.156
1.120
d
Step 4
.411
.169
.167
1.113
e
Step 5
.421
.177
.175
1.107
f
Step 6
.421
.177
.175
1.108
g
Step 7
.389
.151
.149
1.125
Note: Dependent Variable: Social media coverage of production agriculture practices has
changed the way I make food purchases in a:
a. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
b. Predictors (Constant), Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
c. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
d. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
e. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, TikTok, YouTube
f. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, YouTube
g. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok

40

Table 4.21

Model summary for social media platform and impact of social media coverage of
food safety incidents on respondents’ food purchasing decisions

Variable
R
R2
Adjusted R2
Std. Error of the Estimate
a
Step 1
.407
.165
.163
1.125
b
Step 2
.405
.164
.162
1.126
c
Step 3
.383
.147
.145
1.137
d
Step 4
.396
.157
.155
1.130
e
Step 5
.407
.165
.163
1.125
f
Step 6
.407
.165
.163
1.125
g
Step 7
.376
.141
.139
1.141
Note: Dependent Variable: Social media coverage of food safety incidents has changed the way I
make food purchases in a:
a. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
b. Predictors (Constant), Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
c. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
d. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
e. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, TikTok, YouTube
f. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, YouTube
g. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok

Hierarchical regressions were calculated to predict if the hours of social media used
impacts respondents’ perceptions or attitudes of production agriculture or their purchasing. This
regression analysis was used for all four impact statements and is displayed in tables 4.22, 4.23,
4.24, and 4.25. All regressions resulted in no statistical significance amongst each individual
platform itself. When a social media variable was removed from each step, none showed a higher
statistical significance or variance than overall social media use in step 1. However, the overall
use of each platform together for each statement showed the highest statistical significance and
variance. Statement one summary model for all social media daily use found R = .273, R2 = .074,
Adj. R2 = .072. Statement two summary model for all social media daily use found R = .266, R2
= .071, Adj. R2 = .068. Statement three summary model for all social media daily use found R =
.280, R2 = .079, Adj. R2 = .076. Statement four summary model for all social media daily use
found R = .273, R2 = .075, Adj. R2 = .072.
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Table 4.22

Model summary for daily hours of social media used and impact of social media
coverage of production agriculture on respondents’ attitude or opinion of
agriculture

Variable
R
R2
Adjusted R2
Std. Error of the Estimate
a
Step 1
.273
.074
.072
1.219
b
Step 2
.261
.068
.066
1.223
c
Step 3
.244
.059
.057
1.229
d
Step 4
.267
.071
.069
1.221
e
Step 5
.227
.074
.072
1.219
f
Step 6
.273
.074
.072
1.219
g
Step 7
.240
.057
.055
1.230
Note: Dependent Variable: Social media coverage of production agriculture practices has
changed my attitude or opinion of the agriculture industry in a:
a. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
b. Predictors (Constant), Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
c. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
d. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
e. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, TikTok, YouTube
f. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, YouTube
g. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok

Table 4.23

Model summary for daily hours of social media used and impact of social media
coverage of food safety incidents on respondents’ attitude or opinion of agriculture

Variable
R
R2
Adjusted R2
Std. Error of the Estimate
a
Step 1
.266
.071
.068
1.220
b
Step 2
.257
.066
.064
1.223
c
Step 3
.237
.056
.054
1.229
d
Step 4
.262
.068
.066
1.221
e
Step 5
.265
.070
.068
1.220
f
Step 6
.266
.071
.069
1.220
g
Step 7
.225
.051
.048
1.233
Note: Dependent Variable: Social media coverage of food safety incidents has changed my
attitude or opinion of the agriculture industry in a:
a. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
b. Predictors (Constant), Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
c. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
d. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
e. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, TikTok, YouTube
f. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, YouTube
g. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok
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Table 4.24

Model summary for daily hours of social media used and impact of social media
coverage of production agriculture on respondents’ food purchasing decisions

Variable
R
R2
Adjusted R2
Std. Error of the Estimate
a
Step 1
.280
.079
.076
1.172
b
Step 2
.269
.073
.070
1.176
c
Step 3
.253
.064
.062
1.181
d
Step 4
.276
.076
.074
1.173
e
Step 5
.280
.078
.076
1.172
f
Step 6
.280
.079
.076
1.172
g
Step 7
.237
.056
.054
1.186
Note: Dependent Variable: Social media coverage of production agriculture practices has
changed the way I make food purchases in a:
a. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
b. Predictors (Constant), Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
c. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
d. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
e. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, TikTok, YouTube
f. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, YouTube
g. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok

Table 4.25

Model summary for daily hours of social media used and impact of social media
coverage of food safety incidents on respondents’ food purchasing decisions

Variable
R
R2
Adjusted R2
Std. Error of the Estimate
a
Step 1
.273
.075
.072
1.185
b
Step 2
.265
.070
.068
1.187
c
Step 3
.237
.056
.054
1.196
d
Step 4
.272
.074
.072
1.185
e
Step 5
.273
.074
.072
1.185
f
Step 6
.273
.075
.072
1.184
g
Step 7
.230
.053
.050
1.198
Note: Dependent Variable: Social media coverage of food safety incidents has changed the way I
make food purchases in a:
a. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
b. Predictors (Constant), Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
c. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
d. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, TikTok, YouTube
e. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, TikTok, YouTube
f. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, YouTube
g. Predictors (Constant), Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, Twitter, TikTok
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To further investigate social medias impact on respondents’ perceptions of agriculture
and purchasing decisions. First, respondents were coded into a variable of whether they use any
social media based on their answers for social media platforms they use. If respondents selected
any of the social media platforms, it was coded as yes to if they use social media or not. Then,
hierarchical regressions were calculated to predict if their overall social media use impacted their
perceptions or attitudes of production agriculture or their purchasing. This regression analysis
was used for all four impact statements and is displayed in tables 4.26, 4.27, 4.28, and 4.29. All
regressions resulted in a statistically significant relationship between respondents’ use of social
media and attitudes or perceptions of agriculture and their purchasing decisions. Statement one
summary model for all social media daily use found R = .390, R2 = .152, Adj. R2 = .149.
Statement two summary model for all social media daily use found R = .478, R2 = .228, Adj. R2
= .228. Statement three summary model for all social media daily use found R = .518, R2 = .269,
Adj. R2 = .268. Statement four summary model for all social media daily use found R = .513, R2
= .263, Adj. R2 = .263.
Table 4.26

Model summary for social media use and impact of social media coverage of food
production agriculture on respondents’ opinions or attitudes of agriculture
R
.390a

Table 4.27

R2
.152

Adjusted R2
.149

Std. Error of the Estimate
1.166

Model summary for social media use and impact of social media coverage of food
safety incidents on respondents’ opinions or attitudes of agriculture
R
.478a

R2
.228

Adjusted R2
.228

Std. Error of the Estimate
1.111
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Table 4.28

Model summary for social media used and impact of social media coverage of
production agriculture on respondents’ food purchasing decisions
R
.518a

Table 4.29

R2
.269

Adjusted R2
.268

Std. Error of the Estimate
1.043

Model summary for social media used and impact of social media coverage of
food safety incidents on respondents’ food purchasing decisions
R
.513a

R2
.263

Adjusted R2
.263

Std. Error of the Estimate
1.056

Summary
The most used social media platform amongst respondents was Instagram (n = 1645,
79.7%). Respondents used TikTok (f = 1293; 62.7%) and YouTube (f = 1094; 53.0%) the most
to pass the time. While using Snapchat (f = 15ll, 73.2%; f = 1474, 71.4%; f = 934, 45.3%) and
Instagram (f = 1332, 64.6%; f = 1166, 56.5%; f = 1017, 49.3%) the most to connect with friends,
be social, and share information. Additionally, participants used TikTok (f = 1161; 56.3%) and
Instagram (f = 867; 42.0%) the most to follow trends and used YouTube (f = 1056; 51.2%) the
most to gain product knowledge. Respondents found all social media sites to be somewhat
trustworthy, with YouTube (M = 2.88, SD = .905) being the most trustworthy.
Furthermore, respondents strongly believed that the production agriculture supplies safe
food products to consumers (M = 3.75, SD = .860). However, they reported being relatively
concerned about the humane treatment of animals produces for food (M = 3.21, SD = 1.266), the
use of pesticides on produce (M = 3.09, SD = 1.217), and food safety in general (M = 3.21, SD =
1.179). Also, a large portion of respondents indicated that they had visited a farm or ranch (f =
1123, 54.4%).
45

Moreover, respondents indicated they would not be likely to use social media to gather
information about a food safety incident or the food products they buy. However, respondents
reported all platforms as not helpful when searching for food products they buy except for
YouTube (M = 2.75, SD = 1.300) which they deemed somewhat helpful. Interestingly,
respondents also indicated YouTube (M = 2.67, SD = 1.3040, Twitter (M = 2.11, SD = 1.212),
and Facebook (M = 2.05, SD = 1.116) to be somewhat helpful when searching for information
regarding food safety incidents.
Overall, respondents reported that social media had not impacted their perceptions of
agriculture or changed the way they make food purchases. However, both correlations for social
media platforms and the hours of social media use both showed statistically significant
correlations. Additionally, all regressions for overall social media yielded a statistical
significance. Therefore, both the correlations and regressions found that social media use can
impact respondents’ perceptions of agriculture and their purchasing decisions.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this study was to explore the impact of social media use on Mississippi
State University undergraduate students’ perceptions of production agriculture and consumer
purchasing decision. The result of this study provides insight into whether or not college students
depend on social media for information and if that dependency impacts their perceptions of
agriculture or purchasing decisions. Furthermore, it explores the impact that social media use can
have on these emerging adults as consumers and gives further insight into their disconnection
from production agriculture. To determine these factors, three questions guided the study:
1.

What are undergraduate students' current utilization of social media platforms,
experiences with agricultural practices, and consumer concerns when making
purchasing decisions?

2.

How does social media impact students' perceptions of production agriculture and
food crises?

3.

How does undergraduate students' use of social media impact their food
purchasing decisions?
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Conclusions
Research Question One
Question one sought to describe students’ social media use, experiences with agriculture,
and consumer concerns. The survey results showed that the majority of respondents fell into the
age range of 19-25 (n = 1,450) which supports that the students in this study are in the age of
emerging adulthood (Arnett, 2000; Wood et al., 2017). The descriptive statistics showed that
respondents in this study did follow Pew Research Center’s (2021) claims that adults between
the ages of 18-29 most used social media sites are YouTube, Instagram, Facebook, Snapchat,
TikTok, and Twitter, with YouTube (f = 1645; 79.7%) being the most popular and Twitter (f =
808; 39.2%) being the least popular in the top six. This finding aligns with Howard et al. (2017)
claims that college students are using YouTube, Instagram, and Twitter.
The majority of respondents also indicated they use social media from less than one hour
to three hours a day. However, some other respondents reported using social media anywhere
from four to ten hours a day. Although through varying degrees of use, most respondents
indicated using social media daily supporting that it is a part of their daily routine (Baym et al.,
2020; LaRose, 2010; Rosengard et al., 2014). Furthermore, respondents indicated that all six
social media platforms were somewhat to relatively trustworthy on a 5-point scale from not
trustworthy at all to extremely trustworthy, which directly supports Howard et al. (2017)
findings.
Moreover, findings showed that the majority of respondents utilize social media as a way
to simply pass the time which supports Baym et al. (2020) and Rosengard et al. (2014) claims of
using social media habitually or as an act of automaticity. However, the next top reasons for
social media use were to connect with friends, be social, share information, follow trends, and
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gain product knowledge. Therefore, respondents' use of social media is socially driven which
supports the Ball-Rokeach and Defleur’s Dependency Model of Mass Media (1976). These
reasons for use also support Chivandi et al. (2019) claims that consumers are using media for
gaining information about products. These responses directly relate to and support the model,
created for this study, regarding respondents’ use of social media for informational search and
product knowledge.
Additionally, question one explored respondents’ various concerns as a consumer.
Respondents were asked to rank their concerns for statements on a 5-point rating scale from not
at all concerned to extremely concerned. Overall, respondents reported being relatively
concerned about food safety, access to accurate information regarding food production,
production agriculture practices, humane treatment of animals, use of antibiotics and hormones
in animals used for food, genetically modified organisms, and use of pesticides. Respondents’
concerns support claims of concern regarding food safety and animal welfare (Holt & Cartmell,
2013; Tucker et al., 2006; Verbeke, 2005; Wilson & Lusk, 2020; Zimbelman, et al., 1995).
Respondents were also asked to rank statements regarding production agriculture on a 5-point
scale of agreement from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Which showed that the majority of
respondents agreed that the production agriculture industry supplies safe food products to
consumers, responds efficiently to food safety concerns, and supplies me with the information I
need to make informed decisions about the safety of food products. These findings somewhat
contradict the previous question and therefore may be due to consumers' variety of information
they are receiving and not being able to discern all of it due to their lack of knowledge of
production agriculture practices (Ufer et al., 2021).
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Lastly, participants were asked to select any agricultural activities in which they have had
experience. The most selected items were that respondents had visited a farm or ranch, have a
family member who owns a farm or ranch, and/or have raised plants for any agricultural purpose.
Therefore, this sample of respondents is likely not as removed from agriculture as stated in
previous literature and may have a stronger knowledge of agricultural topics (Dale et al., 2017;
Kovar & Ball, 2013; Powell & Agnew, 2011). However, this may be due to the nature of the
state of Mississippi having a strong agricultural background and economy (Mississippi
Agriculture Snapshot, 2022).
Research Questions Two & Three
Question two and three sought to explore how social media impact students' perceptions
of production agriculture and food crises and/or if social media impacted their food purchasing
decisions. The majority of respondents indicated they were unlikely to use any of the six social
media platforms during a food safety incident or to search for information about food products.
Additionally, respondents also reported all platforms as not helpful when searching for
information regarding food products except for YouTube (M = 2.75, SD = 1.300), which they
found to be somewhat helpful. Respondents also indicated YouTube (M = 2.67, SD = 1.3040,
Twitter (M = 2.11, SD = 1.212), and Facebook (M = 2.05, SD = 1.116) to be somewhat helpful
when searching for food safety incidents.
However, respondents indicated that social media coverage of production agriculture or
food safety incidents had not changed their attitude or opinion of agriculture or changed their
purchasing decisions. Therefore, respondents are not likely to create negative attitudes or
perceptions of agriculture or change their purchasing decisions. Overall, the responses to these
questions reject any claims that regularly distributed messages about food safety incidents impact
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consumers in a negative way regarding agriculture (Eyck, 2000; Holt & Cartmell, 2013; Howard
et al., 2017; Verbeke 2005). This also contradicts Howard et al. (2017) findings that students
would use social media during a food safety incident and that reporting of food safety incidents
has negatively impacted their perceptions of agriculture. However, this does support claims from
Thomson and Kelvin (1996) indicating that access to information doesn’t mean it gains attention
from consumers.
Furthermore, correlations were calculated to report any relationship between the impact
of social media on respondents’ perceptions of agriculture or their food purchasing decisions.
The first correlation described the relationship between each of the social media platforms they
use and the impact each has on their perceptions of agriculture or purchasing decisions. Overall,
all social media use was statistically significant and showed a positive correlation. However, the
strongest correlation calculated was for the platform Instagram. The second correlation was
calculated to report any relationship between the daily hours respondents used each social media
and the impact it had on their perceptions of agriculture or purchasing decisions. This correlation
found that all social media use was statistically significant. Interestingly, YouTube yielded the
highest correlation with the impact statements except for statement one, where Instagram yielded
the highest. In conclusion, the use of Instagram and YouTube are the most likely social media
that will impact respondents’ perceptions of agriculture or consumer decisions when making
food purchases. Presumably, this correlation is caused by Instagram and YouTube being two of
the most used platforms among respondents. Therefore, if they are spending more time on this
platform, they are more likely to find more information that will impact their perceptions or
purchasing decisions.
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To further investigate, regressions were used to predict any impacts of social media on
respondents’ perceptions of agriculture and purchasing decisions. Both sets of regression for
social media platforms used and hours of social media used did not show any statistical
significance based on platform and hourly use individually. However, overall use of social media
platforms and hourly daily use showed to have a statistical significance. Therefore, this supports
our correlation analysis and supports that overall social media use impacts students’ perceptions
of agriculture and purchasing decisions. Thus, supporting claims that social media does impact
consumers' perceptions of agriculture and purchasing decisions (Howard et al., 2017).
Research Recommendations
First, due to the little research conducted in this area of study, I recommend this study be
replicated in different universities across the United States (Howard et al., 2017). Overall, the
findings of this study did have some contradicting information as respondents did show concern
for food safety and animal welfare (Eyck, 2000; Holt & Cartmell, 2013; Howard et al., 2017;
Verbeke 2005). However, respondents believed that the agriculture industry provided safe
products, responds well to food safety incidents, and provides them with the information they
need. Participants also indicated that social media did not impact them in a negative way
regarding these topics. So, this should be further explored to determine why exactly participants
have these concerns if it is not directly related to the agriculture industry itself or impacted by
social media. Furthermore, many participants indicated having experience with agriculture, but
this study did not explore their agricultural literacy or knowledge of agricultural topics. So, it is
recommended that college students' agricultural experiences, knowledge, and literacy be further
explored since many literatures claim there is a disconnect between consumers and producers
(Dale et al., 2017; Kovar & Ball, 2013; Powell & Agnew, 2011).
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Moreover, respondents of this survey indicated that they did use social media to gain
product knowledge and for information search but did not use it for those purposes concerning
production agriculture, food safety incidents, or when making purchasing decisions. This should
be further explored in relation to the model created in this research regarding media
dependency’s impact on consumers. This study did not include the long-term impacts of longterm perceptions, attitudes, or opinions of agriculture in relation to specific events as previously
done in another research. Therefore, it is recommended to include long-term impacts in future
research as well as specific agricultural or food safety events in that research (Holt & Cartmell,
2013; Howard, 2017).
Lastly, future studies should incorporate media literacy to further explore how students
are using media and if they can discern between factual and false information. Additional
research should include students’ perceptions of trust because this may impact how they perceive
social media’s trustworthiness. Research should also consider exploring the impact of students’
backgrounds and upbringings such as their parental influences, cultural backgrounds, and
personal experiences that could impact their social media use, perceptions of agriculture, and
purchasing decisions.
Practitioner Recommendations
First, I recommend that the agriculture industry increase their presence on social media
on all social media platforms. However, they should emphasize outreach on the platforms
YouTube and Instagram if they are wanting to target college-aged students. If agriculture
companies and organizations want to reach these emerging first-time consumers, they are likely
to create a connection with them through these platforms. However, respondents did indicate
concerns about food safety and humane treatment of animals, so I recommend producers be
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transparent with this information on social media platforms so consumers can better understand
these agricultural processes.
Although this study did not dig deeper into how students use social media for information
search or to gain product knowledge, it is something that some students are doing. Therefore, I
recommend agricultural communicators, organizations, and companies to use social media
platforms in a way that allows their audience to share their information and gain product
knowledge effectively and efficiently. Moreover, many participants indicated they had visited a
farm. Therefore, I recommend that individual farm owners utilize social media as a way to
promote their farms and also provide educational information to followers and visitors.
Furthermore, since Extension based programs were the least selected agricultural
experience on respondents’ lists, I recommend Extension utilizing social media platforms to
disseminate information, with emphasis on YouTube and Instagram. Since the majority of this
target population does use social media daily, it is vital that land-grant university outreach utilize
these platforms to optimize their audience reach. It is also recommended that Extension and
land-grant universities work together to disseminate specific information regarding food safety
topics such as humane treatment of animals and the use of hormones/pesticides in food.
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